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ABSTRACT

_ This study.examined the effect of the student
teacher's perception of and preference for the role of the
cooperating teacher and the cooperating teacher’s perception of his
role on the student teacher's effectiveness and satisfaction with the .
student teaching experience. Subjects were 98 student teachers-znd 98

‘Cooperating teachers. Responses Were obtained from the student - ,
teachers on how they perceived the cooperating teacher per forming his

- role and hov they preferred the cooperating teacher to perform his

. role., Cooperating teachers were asked to indicate how they perceived

their role in working with student teachers. Four descriptive models
-were used to gather tliese responses from the student teachers and
cooperating teachers. Matches and non-matches of both the perception
and the preference of the cooperating teacher's role were ‘compared. A
nine~point rating scale was used by the cooperating teachers to
determine the student teacher's satisfaction with the student
teaching experience. It was concluded that how the student teacher
preferred or perceived the cooperating teacher's role,: when compared-
- to how the cooperating teacher perceived his role, did not have
‘'significant effect on how the student teacher was rated at the end of -~
the quarter. Further, comparisons of matches and non-matches did not
show any, significant differences in.the effectiveness of the student
teacher or of his satisfaction with the teaching experience. (nM)
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An Abstract of

’ THE BELATIONSHIP OF STUDENT TEACHING EFFECTIVENESS AID SATISFACTION
TO THE PREFERRED AND PERCEIVED ROLE OF THE COOPERATING TEACEER

Pu;pose of the study :

The purpose of the study was to examine the effect of the atudent

teacher's perception of and preference for the cooperating teacher's role

~ and the cooperating teacher's perception of hig role on the student teach-
ing experience. Matches and non-matclies of both the perception and prefer-
ence of the cooperating teacher's role were compared. Comparisons were
algo made of the difference in ratings and satisfaction with student teaching
scores when the sex of the student teacher and cooperating teacher were con-
sidered. A final couparison was carried out to see if grade level~-~elemen-
tary or secondary~~ made a dlfference in the effectlveness ratlngs and/or
‘the ‘satisfaction scores,

‘Design of the study '

Ninety-eight student teachers and nineuyhelght cooperatlng teachers were
used during the syring guarter, 1973, in the study. Responses were obtained’
.+ from the student teachers on how they perceived the cooperating teacher per-

. | - forming his role and how they preferred the cooperating teacher to perform
his reled Cooperating teachers were also asked to indicate how they perceived
their role in working with student teachers. Four descriptive models were.
used to gather these responses from the student teachers and cooperating
teachers. A nine point rating scale was used by the _cooperating teachers to
determine student teacher effectiveness, The Purdue Student-Teacher Opinion~
aire was completed by the student teachers and used to determine the student

‘~teachers' satlsfactnon with the student teachlng experlence.

ALhx2x 2 fac*orlal analysis of variance was used to investigate: the
.two independent variables: student teacher effectiveness and student teacher -
satigfaction. Critical values for F were computed for the three independent
variables "groups," "sex," and "grade level," as well as for the interactions
" that occurred. The .05 level of significance was used to test all hypotheses.

s .

Conclusions of the study

It was concluded in the study that bow the student teacher preferred
oy perceived the cooperating teacher's role, when compared to how the-cooper-
ating teacher perceived his role,  did not have much -affect on how the student
teacher was rated at thz end of the quarter or how satisfied the student was .
" with .the student teaching experience.’ Only the’ hypotheses dealing with -
effectiveness ratings indicated any consistent pattern among the groups
studied. . In these instances, the matched educator "groups" and/or the non-
matched positive "groups". had the highest mean effectiveness ratings. The
_only factor of the Purdue Student-Teacher Opinionaire on which secondary
student teachers scored higher than the elementary student teachers was on the
"gtudent teaching.load" factor. ~Females _consistently had higher mean scores
on the Purdue Student-Teacher Oplnlonaire and were rated higher by their -
cooperating teachers. ‘Comparisons of matches and non-matches in the study
did not. show any significant dlfferences in the effectiveness of the student
teacher or his satlsfacflon with the student teaching experience..
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I. NATURE AND SCOPE OF THE STUDY
- o

Introduction

"To provide’ the best teachere p0591ble for children is an intrinsic.
interest and. obllgation of both the instltutlons of higher learnlng and
the elementary and secondary schools engaged in theptraining of teachers.

A peramount professional responsibility of such institutions is that of

preparing well qualified persons to teach..

Professional courses in teacher education programs often have been
aubjected to cr1t1clsm wherees student teaching has been regarded as 80
obviously necessary and ueeful that it has escaped mch of this unfavor~

1 Mhny wrlters are supportlve of the fact that’ student

‘able aitentlon.
teachlng 1s “the most 1mportant aspect of the teacher trainlng program

In most instances student teaching represente the culminating ex-

R

'perience of a preservice teacher education program., 1t is a time de-

2

signed to decide who can or cannot'handle thet responsibilities invelved. |

~ The importance of student teaching has been emphasized by Meade as he

Btates, "student teaching or- clinical training, if that term suits you

better, is educatlon 8 best training dev1ce for determinlng who should te

a teacher. "2

- -

' Thoae persons who ha#e undergone the student teaching experience

generally consider it the most valuable of the preserv1ce professlonal

' coursea and a worthwhlle way of " learning. Many gtudent teachers, after

completlng»the experlence, indlcate that it was more valuable to them

than all. of thelr other college experlence combined Hlstorlcally;

7

: 1Garth Sorenson, "What is Learned in Practlce Teach1ng7" nhe Jour—
nal of Teacher Educatlon, XVIII (Summer, 1967), 173.

2Edward J. Meade, Jr., "Student Teaching. Many a Slip Between the

~ Cup and the Lip," Research and Professional Experiences. in Teacher Fdu~"
; cation, The Association for Student Teachlng Bulletin Number 20 (ﬁubuque,

Iowa. William C. Brown Company, 1963), “25.
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atudent teaching bas become continually considered more signmificant and

is spared the vociferous criticisms of reputable- commentators. ' It remains
the least challenged area of teacher educaticn.3 No group authority

calls for the deemphasis of strdent teaching and its contim/xance and ex-
pans:.on are taken for gcanted.h - -

\ In the student’ teaching exper:.ence the cooperating teacher 1s gerier—

\

.ally considered ae the key figure in working with the college trainee.

The apex of the preserv:.ce pha.se of teacher preparation is a point at
whidh a relationship between the student l.teacher and the cooperating teacher

is established. Richards and Robisgon, 'in a look at this phase of teacher .

/.

preparation, see-’the' supervising teacher as the key person in the program of

teacher education. It is their opinion that the coopera‘ting teacher -de‘ter—

‘mines to a @:eat extent the success or failure of the young student teacher.5

Knapp a.nd Bray point out the importance of the cooperatxng teacher

as they ata.te. _

v ~

The supervising teacher is without doubt the one with whom-he (student
teacher) maintains the closer, more continous contact. Because he works
with his supervising teacher every day, because he is evaluated both
-formally and informally, and because hia future ‘employment hangs in the -
balanze, it will inevitab}y be the supervising teacher who wields the
.stion;jer,~more-lasting influence,” a.nd. from whom he will most likely ac
quire the attitudes and skills which will serve ‘4o enrich or ev:.scerate
his eventual instructional capability. Thus the quality of a new :
teacher's instruction is influenced in no small way by the quality of
the sgpernsory faculty member assigned’ to assist hlm as a student tea—’

scher.
-/

3Ha::old E. Reyna.rd "Pre-service and In-gervice Education of Teachers,

"Review af Educatlonal Research XXAIIT (October, 1964}, 375.

hAlbert H. Yee, ,"Interpereonal ‘Relationships in the Student~—Teaching
Tried," Journal of 'I'ea.cher Educatlon, XIX (Spring, 1968) 95.

SHelen Richards and . Ellza.beth ‘Bobison, "The Sunervlsmg Teba’.c'he‘rﬁ i

¢
-
1

" Teacher Education," The Supervising Teascher, Thirth-eighth Yearbook of

the Association foxr Student Teaching' (Dubuque, Towa: William C. Brown,

» Incorporated, 1959), 2k.

6:IJa.'l.e L. Knapp and Kathleen Bray, "I)on't Underestimate the Importance

of the Supervis:.ng Teacher," Clea.rlng House, XL (October, 965), 105. _

“vog
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AekingA student teachers who the most influential person is in 'their
8tundent teachlng exoerlence will probably be a.nswered ‘with "the cooperatlng .
teacher". Student teachers recognize the cooperating teacher as the per-
mcn with whom they interact in a most persona:l.ized fashion. |

‘ The'.cooperating tea.cher is considered as the 11 ink in the profeeeiona.l
chain who etea.dies the proepectlve teacher durlng his initial period cf
elaseroom respon31b111ty. " The weakening or break:.ng of this 1link means
‘that other persona 1nvolved in the chain cannot function properly.
a McAulay in 1319 study concluded that ’fstudent teachers seem to.be
&reatly influenced. _by the cooperating teacher." He saw this influence
taxing ‘placei pa.rticu‘larly m the aress of methods .of teeching, techniques
of classroom hcueel;eeping, and. relati'opshipe with children.s.
The cloce working relationship between the coopere.ting teacher and the
_student te’acher places considera.‘cle imp;rta.nce on how v_z__eil these two 'people-
are able to perfonn their responsibilities jointly. It places considerable -
' 'in‘:porta.nce on how both the student tea.cher and the cooperating teacher per-. B

ceive the role of the coopera.tmg teacher. It is possible that the cooper—-'

=

“ating teacher m.ay perceive his role in one way, but actually be commmni~
cating that role in an ent;rely different manner. . : S
The student teacher is often in a dilemma. during student teaching,
not only trying to perceive his own role, b‘ut also. contemplating the a,ctual : 3
role being portrayed by the ccoperatlng tee.cher. ~ The Bucce_ssi‘ul“coopera.t— |

ing teacher can usually adjust this role to provide gradual and continuous

. 7Bema.rd Rabln,~ "Who are Superv:.sing Teachere""' The Suyerv:.sn.ng o /
' Teacher, Thirty-eighth Yearbook of the Association for Student Teaching '
(Dubuque, . Iowa: William C. Brown, Incorporated, 1959), pP. 2.

- 8J . PIcAmay, "How Much Influence Hee a Co—operating Teacher?".
-Joumal of Teacher Educatlon, XTI (March, 1960), 82. .

6
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growth for the student teacher. Failure to succeasfuliy identify the
role of the cooperating teacher and operate accordingly may result in
a relationshiplso_poorly defined that no one knows what to do.9 -

: bne of the questions that can be asked about the'cooperating teacher's
role ia'Concerned wvhether it makes any difference if the cooperating -
teacher operates in a democratic fashion or in’ a more autocratic role. Suqh;
differences in perception of the role have been classified and defined as
"open" or "closed" by many writers such as Bille,1OVRokeach, and Rogers.12

Emerging from the behaviorai eciences; the term "open" person is considered'

: a fa"orable attribute for good teaching. This person does not rely on
anthority for solv1ng-prob1eme, has no compulsion to force changes, and
believes others are deserving of a chance to develop, their own abilities as
best they can.; These marks of an individual could bte considered the indi-
cations of a good educator. There are also studies that indicate that studeﬁt
teachers do not prefer a completely "free" type' of cooperating teacher rpIé:

== T One of these, conducted by Cummins, found that student teachers preferred a

guiding role as opposed to a freeing role. 3

9Aleyne Clayton Hainee, "Role Dilemmas in Student Teaching," Journal
‘of Teacher Education, VIII (Maxch, 1957), p. 366.

1°R E. Bills, About Peovle and Teaching (Lexington: Bureau of School
Services, Un1verszt of Kentucky, 1955), .p. 28.

. Rokeach, The Open and Closed Mind {(New York: Basic Books, 1960).

T , ~!203r1 Rogers,~"A Theory‘of Therapy, . Personalzty, and Inter-Personal -

T ‘.Belationshxps 'a8_Developed in the Client-Centered Framework," in Psycholo

L. TA Study of 501ence, ed.-by- Sigand Koch (New Yrok: McGraw-Hill, 1959), ‘
13Robert B. Cummina;'"Role Study in Teacher Training. A Sequel,"

Journal of Educational Sociology, XXXV (November, 1961), 120.

! Fe i . L -




Statement of the Problem

»z
The ccoperating teacher and gtudent teacher both perceive a cextain

role for the cooperating teacher to perfom during the student teaching
experience. .As mentioned above, scme cooperating teachers are more "open"
and d;mccratic and perform a role as a cooperating teacher educative in
nature. Other cooperating teachers are more "closed" and antocratic and
operate in a fashign more domineering and :Lnstructive. Perhaps the stu-
dent teacher and cooperating teacher perceive this role in the same way
or perha.ps in entirely different ways. It is also possible that the
student teacher may prefer the cooperating teacher to play a roie complete-—
ly different from the one actually performed. |
) At the end of the student teaching -experience the coopera.ting teacher

is- alwa.ys asked to rate the effectiveness of his student teacher during
‘the qua.rter.. This evaluation becomes a part of the permanent record :
filee of the student teacher and may have considerable inﬂuence on his
success in obta.im.ng a teaching positiozf.

l Sometimes the student teacher may be asked to rate his eatisfactionﬁ

with his ‘student teaching experience at the end of the quarter. Regardless

" of whether the smdent teacher is asked to rate the experience or not, in

his own mind he does determine how satisfied he has been during the

quarter with his student teachJ.ng a.ssignment and with the coopera.ting

teacher with whom he ha,s been working, . , . 7 T

The first question that this study is, aelcingjs,..ﬂ])oes the effecti\re-

nesa ra.ting of the student teacher or the. student teacher's Batisfaction
with his experience have any relationship to how the cooperating teacher -
perceived his role when -compared to how the student teacher.either' perceives

or prefers that -the cooperating teacher carry out his.role"‘" 'I‘he possi~

bility is suggested that seeing these roles in d1fferent ways may have some .

bearing on the effectiveness rat ing and the satisfaction with the exper

; i_ence. By comparing matches of both perceptions and preferencee with

RN



effectiveness ratings and satinfaction scores answers to ‘the question.
-posed above ‘can be obtajined. . o é??

. ‘ . -
A gecond question relating to the sex of the student teacher can

also be asked. Does it make any difference in the performanee'rating or
satisfaction score when comparing preferences and perceptions of the co~
operating teacher and student teacher when the sex of the student tea"her
is considered? This relationship can also be examined by analyzing.both
matches and non-matches. ‘ A |
A third question involv1ng the grade level of the student teachlng _

experience can also be examined. Does the elementary student teacher differ
I’rroh the secondary stucdent teacher in either‘effectiveness rating or sat;

iefaction score when perceptions and°preferences of the cooperating .

teachi;:s role are compared? The relationship between student teachers

at the elementary and secondary levels will be compared.

As a result of the questions raised above, the following hypotheses_
were examined for this study: '

Ezpothesis 1A.——There‘is.no difference between the mean effectiveness

ratings of student teachers whose preferred cooperating teacher role matches
the student teacher 8 perceived cooperating teacher role and those stqpent

teachers whose preferred cooperating teacher Tole does not match the stu-

e
e

__,";_ruident,teacher S”DerCElVed cooperatlng teacher role.

Hypothesis 1B.—Differences in the effectiveness ratings between the
groups of student teachers in 14 aboVe arevsimilar for male or female
' elementary or secondary student teachers.

Hypothesis 2A.-There is no difference betWeen the mean effectiveness

ratings of student teachers whose perceived cooperating teacher role
_natches the cooperating teacher's percexved role and those student tea—
.cherelwhose perceiVedVcooperatinglteacher.role does. not match the

.6'

J e : e S
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~male elementary or secondary student teachers.

| cooperating teacher's perceived role.

' ﬁypothesis 2B-—€Differences in the effectiveness ratings between

the groups of student teachers in 2A. above are sgimilar for male or fe-

Eypothesis 3A.—-There is no difference between the mean effective-A

/

" ness ratings of student teachers whose preferred codperating teacher role

- matches the cooperating teacher’s perceived role and those student teachers

whose prefbrred cooperating teacher role does not match the cooperating

rteacher 8 perceived role.

gypothesisA33.-Differences in the effectiveness ratings between

_ the groups of 'student teachers in 3A above are similar for male or female

elementary or secondary student teachers.

gypothesls LA, -There is no difference between the mean satisfaction

scores for those student teachers whose preferred cooperating teacher

a

role matches the student teacher 8 perceiVed cooperating teacher role and

“those student teachers whose preferred cooperating teacher role does not.

match the student teacher 8 perceived cooperating teacher role.

Eypothesis hB.-»Differenceﬁ*an the mean satisfaction scores between

the groups of student teachers in hA above are similar for male or female

elementary or secondary student teachers.
' gzpothesis SA.~-There is no difference between the, Jean satisfaction ’
scores for those student teachers whose perceived cooperating teacher

role matches the cooperating teacher's perceived role and those student

teachers whose perceived cooperating teacher role does not match the

cooperating teacher 8 percelved role- o N | 7

.gxpgthesis EB.—vbifferences in the mean satisfaction scores between

:the groups of student teachers in SA abova are similar for male or female

elementary or secondary student teachers.

_pgxpothesis‘6A.-Ther§fis no-difference between the mean‘satisfaction
10
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scores for those student teachers vhose preferred cooperating teacher role™
) - . - S ’ . - G

- matches the cooperating teaeher's perceived rote and those‘student teacheré

whose preferred cooperating teacher role does not match the: cooperating

3

teacher 8 perceived rqle.

- -
« . -

E&pothesis oB -Differences in-the mean satisfaedion scores.hetaeen the

4

 &roups of stundent teachers in 6A above are siuilar for male or female

élementary or secondary student teachers.

~

) . ; & ’ <
gkpothesis<1s.-There is no difference in the individual factor means/

on the Purdue Student-Teacher Opinionaire for the "rapport with students"

factor,'the "rapport with‘other teachers"” facimr, the "gtudent teaching L.

" load" factor, the "teaching as a profession” factor, and the "rapport with
cocperating»teacher“.factor for-those student teachers whose preferred co~
‘operating teacher role matches the student teacher 8 perceived cooperatinga..

teacher role and those student teaohers whose preferred cooperating teacher

<

role does not® match the . student teaCher’s perceived cooperiting teacher role.

-
0y

B&pothesis 13 -Differences in the 1ndiv1dual factor means for the

grou“s-of student teachers in 7A above are similar for rale or female
Q%
elementary or secondary student teachers. i :

Hypothesis 8A.-—There is no difference in the ind1vidua1 factor means . .
~ on the Purdue Student—Teacher 0p1nionaire for the “rapport with students"
| ,factor, the "rapport with other teachers" facuor, the "student teaching
. load" factor, the, "teaching as a profession" factor, and the "rapport wlth
cooperating teacher“ factor for those™ student teachers whose'perceived
cooperating teacher role matches the cooperating. teacher 8 perceived role .
o and those student teachers whose perceived cooperating teacher role doesi
"not match the cooperating teaoher 8 perceived role.

. Expothe51s 8B. -—Differences Ain the individual factor means for the _

'groups of student teachers in 8A above are similar for male or femal/

elementary or 8econdary student teachers. ’ K4
.( ) - ! - - . . E _ . o " 8 B - ! . . . . -- .
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Eypothesisp9A. There is no difference in the individual factor means

on the Purdue Student~Teacher Opinionaire for the "rapport with students"

factor, the “rapport uith other teachers" factor, the "student teaching '

'_1oad? factor, the "teaching as a profession" ractor, and the "rapport wi h

-

'cooperating teaeher“ factor ‘for those student teacners whose preferred co~

- -

-t

operating teacher role matches the cooperating teacher 8 perceived role

and those student teachers whose preferred cooperatinguteacher role does

,‘ .
not match the cooperating teacher 8 perceived rolé.

Hypothesis 9B.-4D1f£erences in the individual factor means for the

N

gro&ps of‘student teaﬂhers in 9A”above are s&milar for male o female

-

elementary or secondary student teachers. y T «

_Definitlgq of term§ e . o ‘é '} . Lt - |
v e . ’ Ca v : i : '
Some of the terms used . in this study have a variety of meanings in

C

. educatlonal 11terature._ The foilowing definitions -of terms give the mean-

~

ing applied to each term as_ it has been used in this document. ""'-

. Student Teachingo——An intensive and continuous.period of;"fuil—day"

. . . R R - e - .
‘experience with a giifn group of learners uninterrupted by campus classes,

s

* - and where,'under the competent guidance of a cqsperating teacher and 6

b
campus superVisor, many of'the major responsibilities in planning and

directing the learnlng process can be carried out.

~-Student Teacher.——A college studént who is'acquiring,practical'teach-
. . . L] ‘ . -

<

ing egperience and skill under the guidance of a cooperating teacher'or

- . ) . ‘ s
other gualified person.1h c -\ ' B 7‘_ o

'

Cooperating Teacher.-—A regularly employed teacher Selected to superb

vise student teachers who -has full respon51bility for a group of learners,

A

. and o whom a student teacher is assigned for guided prenservice teaching

-
- A v

B} - .- . o -
. L : o A .
= : . t . ’

1bCartér V Good, Dictionary of Educa*&on (New York'~ McGraw-Hill Book
Compaw, Inc., 1959), p. 530. =~ - | R

L3}
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. an 1ndividual in a given societal context.

e::.perience.15 'I'his°persoﬁ is also refe'rred to as a: snper'vising teache'r.-_. :

Perception.-—An awareness of external ob:jects, conditions, and, in

this study rela.tionships with people as a result oi‘ sensory stimulation. b
| Role.——Behavior pa.tterns of ﬁmctions expected of or canied out by
16

Instructor.-—One who impa.rts k:nowledge, domina.tes, a.cts in a directive

‘ manner in directlng student teacher activ:.ties and ma.kes decisions e.s a.

o ..
: <«

‘- coopera.ting teacher by himself. _

°

Educator.-One who contributes to the development oi‘ others a\ qua.lity N
— .

A \,..
SN

oi‘ a.chievement or performance higher tha-n usual, Btl‘eﬂﬂes d9m°°1'at1° \

a.c _i_gn_.,allaw’s student teacher to participate in a.nalyzing and determining \

obJectives, ma.terials, and methods used in the ‘classroom.

Extreme.-—Utmost or i‘arthest limit or degree, excessive. T ¢

-

Moderate.-—-Not excessive in degree, within reasonable limits, medium -

;-

Q_pen ‘.Person.-Positive a.ttitude toward himseli‘ and others, changes :

more readily, concerned with the central aspects of a. problem a.nd how he -
» - ) e

: TN

must change, accepts responsibility for his own beha.vior.17._~~ S o

. Closed Person.—-Apt to hoId nega.tive a.ttitudes, dea.la with sma.ll a.nd Lo

peripheral aspects oi‘ ¥-N problem, concerned with how others must change,

feels compelled to do what others tell him to do, dOes not assume responsi—

l'.

8 ..
bility for his decisions.1l§; -

e . . : ) .
PR . . R O
- I - . e e s

15Good, op. cit., P. 539 (dei‘inition modii‘ied i‘or tuse in this s*l:ucl:,ry§

2
-~

16Ib1d., ». u71. T :,'g._ | 5 A= -_.n_ -

- 17chester R. Freeze, "0n. Becoming an Open Supervisor," Higg Schiool
Journal LIII (March, 1970), 355—356 : , | T~

B T o -
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4 but is always volitional at least ip the act of choosing.19

: necessary for a classroom teacher.

s . o . . . . o B R [
) . - . R

Preference.-— A favorable evaluation of an object, course of action, end, o

'or in this study, an: individual as compared to other‘possibilities that are

rejected._ A selection that may be intellectual or emotional in origin,

Performance.-—Actual accomplishment of the student teacher in the™class-

room as distinguished fr Lbility, capacity, or aptitude.

Rating Scale.-Evf L ch o with suggestive points for ¢ ' ‘ng

,-used to compare performance of one student teacher with that of other student

/s et
[ . -l oLnd
. GhE

b~u“teachers or generally accepted standards.

_.»'7‘-:

(N

Effectiveness.-éDegree to which a student teacher produces and accom- -

plishes the" 1ntended or desired results or outcomes expected of a beginnlng

‘ teacher based on a definite scale, objectives, or characteristics considered

Satisfactron.-—State or feeling that needs, expectations, desires, . and_'

- w

requirements of student teaching have been attained, and doubts and fears

7'about teaching have been alleviated.

IMIdue Student-Teacher Qpinionaire.——An instrument designed to measure

student morale which is broken down into twelve factors or cate,gories.zo

In this study, it is the instrument used to measure student teacher satis~4

a‘ factign/gith the student teaching experience.. S

“ e

" : Importance of the Study

B
s

-

This study should be of importance to’ various groups. or institutions

- in the planning and placement of student teachers. The decision‘to match.

.the cooperating teacher and the student teacher has been reviewed in a j .

19Carter V Good, D1ctlonary of Education (New York. McGraw—Hill

fBook Company, Inc., 1959), p. h08

' 2°Ralph R.-Bentley and Jo-Ann Price, Manusl Tor the Purdue Student-
Teacher Opinionaire (West Lafayette, Indiana.‘ Universlty Book Store, 1972),

1.
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'nunber of studies. The need for compatibility.is pointed out by Chaltas

as he lists a number of writers who see ‘this partlcular factor as signifi—

cant.?l The effect of conflict in the perceptions of the cooperating teacher
~and the student»teacher and the'preferences of the'student teacher needs to
be studied, particularly as they may affect the student teacher 8 performance '

1and satisfaction. Most studies_indicate ‘that matching the cooperating ;

" teacher and student teacher woulu be v bive, althougn Leslie doubts the -

that further research in this area is needed 22

ability of those people inveolved to TAryntify the right variables.. He suggests

This study is also important to those institutions responsible for

4]

ifselecting “those persons who are to serve as cooperating teachers._ Again,'

| roles for the cooperating teacher, it will be of" benefit " In the school system,

if the relationship points out the need for matching perceived or preferred

'involved in this- study the same . certificated staff members continually serve'

. a8 cooperating teachers. If matching or not - matching student teacher per—

: ception and preferences w1th the coOperating teacher 8 perceived role shows o

.differences in student teacher effectlveness or student teacher satisfaction,

-then those combinations should be selected that give the best results, and

I,combine best w1th certain student teachers.

the cooperat1ng teachers chosen should be used on the basis of how they 2

.'Ji . ~

With the student teaching experience constantly growing in lmportance

" in the teacher education,program, efforts to learnvas'much about the,experience

'snd the'pe0p1e_involved should continue. This study'should be of value.in"

.- the student teaching program function more effectively and more . efficiently.

finding out more about the relationship of those persons involved and help

. 213ohn G. Chaltas,. “Student Teachings Assignment and Misassignment "

o Journal of Teacher Bducation, XVI (SEptember, 1965), 3ibv

22Larry L. Leslie, "Matching Student Teachers with Cooperatlng Teacher,.

A Fruitful Effort’" Journal of Teachex Education, XXII (Fall 1971) 306

12
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b e | o Limitations of the Study

There are a few limita.tlons in this study that need to be stated.
The atudent tea.chers involved in thie study have been lim.ited to those college

students doing their student tea.ching during the spring quarter; l973. The
@

school system used is considered a sma.ll city, middle cla.ss educa.tional

opera.tion. No. efforts were made to match. the student .teachers with- their .
cooperating teachers. The combinations used were as assigned by the University's
.. Student Teaching ofe’ V

PRI

No effor .sas . .0 separate the special area stu.dent tea.chers such o
_ w [
' as a.rt music, phys.i...s educa.tion, or speech and hearing from the student

./

tea.chers in the a.cademic areas. At the econda.ry level both student tea.chers
"in the academic a.rea.s a.nd theovoca.tiona.l a.reas were included. |
The Purdue Student-Tea.cher Opinionaire was considered a valid a.nd
relia.ble instrument to mea.su.re student tea.cher sa.tisfa.ction. The ra.ting -
sca.le used to mea.sure student tea.cher effectiveness was used a.s a. simple

‘.mea.sure to gain a compa.rison of the student tea.cher B performa.nce as compared‘

to other student teachers with whom the cooperating tea.cher had worked._

P
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but »}e're a‘ssigned as . placed by the Director of Studént Teaching. A11 of the

;'.anii:understending. B IV _ -

, Design of the study

II. - METHODOLOGY AND COLLECTION OF DATA

Methodology . . . - | |
. The population of this investigation was composed of: (1) 98 student. ® - .

tedchers student teaching. during the spr'ing 'quarter',i 1973, and (2) 98 co~

operating teachers serving as cooperating teachers during the spring quarter,

1973. Fifty-three of the student teachers a.nd cooperating teachers weTe from

- the elementary level, K~6. The other L5 student teachers and cooperating

teachers worko‘ nt the secondary_ level, 7-12. =~ Thirty-two of the student

te. TR .“.ie; and 66 were female. Of. the ‘cooperating teachers, :27

!

‘were male a‘nd 71 female.. The student teachers were not ‘placed at tTandom, .

.atu.dent teachers completed the check 1list indicating their choices ‘of both

perceived and preferred coopera.ting teacher roles from the four: descriptive»

models presented during the eighth week of the eleven weeks of student

' teaching. The cooperating teachers also cmpleted their che)clé 1list during

the eighth week of the quarter indicating e perception -of l,_their role fzom

'./.

the same four descript:r:ve models presented ‘the student teachers. The.

stuient teachers completed the Purdue Studemt-ﬁ"eacher. Opini'onaire -duringthe

 fincl week. of student teaching. The rating ale used to determine stuwieert

7/

: teacher effectiveness was complete'd'by ‘the cooperating teachers duri{ng':'ﬁ-;.n ’

final week of student teach.ing.
A prellminary study of the four descriptive roles for. cooperating

teachers was carried omx in early-April, 1873, wn;.th. forty cooperatin_g teachers

| worcng with another Un:versity. ‘I’he foﬁr ﬁescri'nti've moﬂels were -presented

tothem to have them indicate. their perception of their role. The purpose of

th‘ls:;reliminary study was to test the four descri‘ptive models .fo,r clarity

K

v

The design of thia st‘u.dy is a factorial analysis of variance. The

17
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factoria'l desi‘gn' has become increasingl}f more‘popular as e‘videnced in - |
"educational.'_research(literature.' This ty'pe-of/d.esign "permits the effects

of two or more independent variablés to be s"tudiedv similtaneously. It is.
_ Considered hi/gh in" internal"valid'ity. | It is "eco nomical inasmuch ag-it—
pemits a single design rather than separate designs for each of the vari-
a.bles. It also provides for the investigating of any interactions that might
occur between the va.riables.1 The analysis of va.riance, developed by

R. A. Fisher, "is a method for dividing the variation observed in experi—-.
: mental data into different pa.rts, each part assignable to a known source,
" ca.use, or factorf o 'l’he analysis of variance assnmes that the "several .
groups of observations can be treated as ra.ndom samples from the populatmns n3
"It a.lso assumes that if the populations differ, the differences \are found
_inthemeans. ‘ ' _‘ S ‘ __~\\f
© Incivded Zm this stumy are four models describing the role of the co- -

operating “eazher. These models describe the techm.ques used by the cooper-— _ |
'ating teacher ‘0. carry out hlB supervisory responsibilities. :
V The @&=sizmn of this study is a h x2x2 factorial analysis of var_'iance.‘
..The desigr #5 illustrated in I‘igure 1. The two depe\ndent'variables to Te -
? 'imrestigxm simlta.neously are student teacher effectiveness and student

. tea.cher:eiat:sfm:t:onr The three - independent variables are groups, grade

; le_vel, ant sex. The varizible groups has four 1evels° < matched _instructa:r:, .‘
- match edapiitor, non-matched positive, amd non~matched_ negative. Clarifi-
cation.af ~tnese combinations is explained *aelow.. For cod‘ing purpose/s,, the

i

1Willian ersma. Resea:rch Methods in Education (New York: J. B.
Lippincott Compsmy, 1969), pp. 23&—235 , . ‘ o .

: 2Geom A, Ferguson, Statisticai Analysis in Psychology and Education 4
_ _(New York: McGraw-Hill Boak Company, 1966), p. 281, - - :

kS

BVierm:a, . cit., D. 86 »
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‘extreme instructor role was numbered 1, the moderate instructor role

. was numbered 2, the moderate educator role was numbered 3, and the extreme
educator role was numbered L. For .identification purposes each role was
lvabeled as followssl. Tke extreme instructor—-CooperatJ.ng Teacher Jones,
the moderate 1nstructor--Cooperating 'I'ea.cher Smith, the moderate educator,

Cooperating Teacher Adams, and the extreme educator--Cooperating Teacher

Brown. The va.rlable a‘ade level had two levels- elementary and secondary
- Elementary level included grades kindergarten through sixth grade. Secondj-.

ary level included ‘grades seven through twelve. The variahle © le. bha

two levels. male ‘and female.

| The matched metructor groups included the following s:.tw;.tions'
1. ‘Both the a.tudenttea-cher and cooperating teachex selected .the

_extreme. instructor-role. |

2. Both the student teacher and cooperating teacher selected the

modera.te instructor role .

3. The stuagnt teacher*selected the extreme ‘instructor role, ‘and

the cooperating teaz::r.er selex:ted the moderate -instructor role, or the

/ : m—

. Teverse of these seiections. S - T
" L. The student teacher's perceived and preferred selections were

eithexr both. the extreme instructor role, or:-the'modera.te instructor .role,
. s - : ] : I L '
‘or one of each of the two choices, extreme instrmctor and moderate - =
B 2 i . B . . . . + ) .

. The ma.tched educator groups included the ‘foxTowing situations:
1 " Both the student teacher and cooperatins teacher selected: the

ertreme educator role .

- ‘e .. .
2 . /
s /

2. Both the student teacher and the cooperating teacher selec‘ted
“the: moderate educa.tor role. o ' .

3. . The student teacher aelec:ted the extreme educator role, and the
cnoperating teacher selected the. moderate educator role, or the reverse
of’ these selections.-\_' A 20 ' B o '..,

3

S . B S | o




v
Js . . ] .
o A . . ) . - ’

b The Btudent teacher's’ perceived and preferred selections were )
either both the extreme educator role, - or the moderate educator role, or one
;.
" of each of the two choices," extreme educator and moderate educator.-
The non-matched positive groups included the follow1ng situations:
1. The cooperating teacher perceived himself as an instructor, but {/4“
) the student teacher perceived the cooperating teacher as. an educator.
’2. The-cooperating teacner perceived himself as an instructor, bbb e
student teacher preferred the ccoperating teacher role of an educator.
3. . The student teacher perceived hls cooperating teacher in an 1nstructor 8
role, but he preferred a"conperating teacher in an .edudator’'s role.
| Thetnon~matched negaiive groups tncluded'the following situations: -
1. The cooperatings*eacher perceived himself.aS'an educator, by the
studens teacher percelved_the cooperating teacher as an instructor.
2. The cooperating'—eacher perceived h1mself as an educator, but the '

student teacher preferrec: the cooperating teacher role of,an instructor.'

3. The gtudent teacher perceived his cooperating teacher;in_an educator's.'“

A o 7

X

role, but.te“preferred a cocaerating‘teacher in an fnstructor's role.
,. The } x 2 x 2 factorial desrgn gives sixteen cells to Ye used 1n>this
study. The slxteen cells include: the followzng" (1) elementary ale
matched. rnstructor, (2) elementary female matched 1nstructor, (3) elementary
ki\\- male matchedf%ducator, (L) elementary female matched educator, (5) elementary
4;<male non—matched p081t1ve, (6) elementary female non—matched pos*tive,
(7)'elementary ‘male non—matched.negative, (8) elementary~female non—matched
.megative, (9) secondary male matched _instructor, (10) secondary femalé‘”“tchedr~u
- instructor, (11)\§econdary male matched educator, (12) secondary female
L matched educ=tor, (13) secondary male non—matched positive, (1h) secondary
L £ema1e non-maiched positiye, (15) secondary male non-matched negative, and
1(16) secondary female non-matched negative. - )

AN
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In: dealing with the analysis of veriance.'it Wi11 be necesgary .to
determine F ratios between groups, between grade levels, and between,sex.

Interaction F ratios are needed for GradetLevel_x_Sex, Gradeihevel x Groups,

. " Groups x Sex, Grade Level x Sex x Groups, plus the within sum of squares.’

Instruments used in the study
.To find a way for student teachers and cooperating teacher to examine
- the role of the cooperating teacher, four-descriptive models of the cooperatimg

teacher's role were prepared. These four-models were used to. portray the
_./ 7

following four types of cooperating. teach=rs: (l) extreme instructor,

2

(2) moderate 1nstructor, (3) moderate edunator, dnd. (h) extreme educator.
© .The four descriptions were to range {from the cooperating teacher who is
' s
' quite.authoritative and domineering to the one who-is more per@issiye and

democratic in his role. For purposes of this study the extreme instructor
was 1abeled,Cooperating_Teacher Jones,'the moderate_instructor was named
Cooperating Teacher Smith, the moderate educator Was titled Cooperating

.. .Teacher Adams, and the extreme e&ucator was listed as Cooperating Teacher

7/
4

Brown.

Cooperating Teacher Jones ie‘considere& in the extreme instrnctor role.

77 . This cooperatlng teacher believes he must direct each move the atudent teacher .

K}

makes. His philosophy might ‘be described as;follows: -"Studept'teaching is

oa'time'for‘the:cooﬁerating teacher fo pass on his.knowledée and experience.
“to’ the student teacher, in order for the student teacher to adopt a’ slmilar
approach and philosophy to teaching:" ..

Cooperating Teacher Smith is considered the moderame instructor type
:who is willing to give the student‘ueacher some freedom, but still expects
ato control many of the,classroom responsibilitiestbeing carried_out hy'thec
" student teacher. This coope:ating teacher}s_philosophy might be'described

_19. .

3 . -~
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i feasible for . sicnt teacher."

as -follows: "S*udent teaching is a time for the cooperating teacher to use

his knowledge and experience to guide the student teacher in finding

approaches that *oth *he cooperating teac and  gtuder* teacher agree are "°

| Cooperating Teacher Adams is considered the:moderate educator'type

who maintains some control over the student teacher, but also nermit“”then:w~»

student teacher to make some of hlB own decisions during the quarter., His.

philosophy could be described as follows: :"Student teaching is a time for

.“the student teacher to examine the cooperating teacher 8 approached and then,
_,with the guidance of the cooperating teacher,'sort out and use alternatives

that best fit the student teacher 8 personality."

Cooperating Teacher Brown is considered the extreme educator type wno

_permits the student teacher to make ‘nany of his- own decisions, with guidance,'
| but feels no need to direct each move that is made. Hisvphilosophy might~w “
be described as follows° "Student teachlng is a time for the student teacher-‘"‘
to. discover his own procedures and teaching styles, ana for the cooperating

teacher to be avsilable for guidance when desired by the student teacher."

These four descriptlons have been written to include the same basic
ideas in each, but varied to ‘fit the type of . role suggested by the abovel‘
labels. The descriptlons are all of approximately the same length The‘.
models were not presented to the cooperating teachers in the order presented

here, but scrambled in order to break up any continuity that might be

¢ Qdetected in reading one madel after'thE'other.

The second . instrument used in this study cons1sted of a rating scale

p

dealing with student teacher effectiveness. A nine point scale was devised

s . 'u,

for the cooperating teachers to check thelr evaluation. One (1) on the

: scale was considered low, five (S)xas axerage, and nine (9) as high The

- 20
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!cooperating teachers compared the effectiveness of their present student

teacher with other student teachers with whom they had worked. It was .
necessary for them to place a check mark above the number on the’ scale which
most closely'rated-the effectiveness of their student teacher. A description
of marks made at points 1, 5, and 9, was stated on the check sheet for their
guldance. - These descriptions were as follows' . A
| l - Student teacher ranks in lowest ten per cent of all student teachers
I have worked with as a-cooperating teacher. Numerous conflicts'were .\
evident in the relationship with both pupils and codperating teacher. There
was difficulty in obtaining results in the classroom. o
5~ Student teacher ranks as about average of all student teachers I
‘have worked w1th as a cooperating teacher. The student teacher was.able to'
;;, _ work with both the pupils and the cooperating'teacher. Theiresults obtained
cdn’ the classroom would De’ classifled ‘a8 average o !
9 - Student teacher ranks in highest ten per cent of all student
tescher I have worked w1th a8 a. cooperating teacher. Student teacher was'
.highly effective in working with pupils and established an excellent
. :relationship with both the pupils and the cooperating teacher. Excellent
results were - obtained in the classroom. |

- Al '.23

These descriptions were deemed adequate to permit the cooperating teachers

e °

N_— to distinguish where their present student teachers belonged on the scale.

The third instrument used in this study was the Purdue Student—Teacher '

i

Opinionaire. The instrument was designed to measure student teacher p
hY .

' morale and, specifically in this study student teacher satisfaction. The
Opinionaire is divided into twelve factors which break student teacher morale":.

.into-some of its dimensions. wAs stated in the Manual, "the Purdue Student-
N . . T ‘_- \

v

24

+
e




: Teacher Opinionaire provides valid and reliable information about the nature
i

of morale problems which. concern student. teachers."h It can‘be used to make
'“ comparisons anong student teachers grouped by grade levels, subject matter .
areas, and, school settings. The Opinionaire is useful in investigating )
“these concerns as it permits insights to- be gained into ways of assisting
student teachers and, hopefully,’improving teacher education programs.S
In this study, only five of the twelve factors have been‘used. The. \i;j
five factors included are: rapport with students, rapport with other u
::_teachers, student teaching load, teachlng as a profession, and rggport with
- the. cooperating teacher. _These f1ve factors make up a total of h9 items |
.lof the lOO included in the Opinionaire. 4There are four posslole answers |
.'that could be selected by the student teachers.' These include;- agree, | ‘
| possibly agree,_possibly'disagree, and disagree. -The’scoring‘of individual.w-
: items is'accompli;hed in the'following'manner: (l) When "agree" is the
”keyed response (a pos1tive item), the weights are as follows-' agree~—h,
- 'possibly agree——3, posslbly disagree-2 d1sagree—~l, and (2) when "disagree“ ‘y
’ ~ is the keyed response (a negatlve item), the weights. are as. follows: 7" P

agree-—l, possibly agree~~2, possibly dlsagree——B, and d1sagree—-h Scoring o

o .can be handled e1ther by hand or by computer.GE%;“* ”"“"fr~4é-mﬁ;nﬁﬂ;l;;“__,
Collectlon of the data IR R S e ﬁ~-; LT
The data for this study were collected in a number of Waye. The oo -

3—materials for the prellminary study of the descrlptive roles by the forty

/
cooperating teachers were distributed by mail. The four descriptive roles,

g

’

hRalph'R. Bentley and Jo-Amn Price, 'Manmal for the Pardue Student~
- Peachex Qpinlonaire (west Lafayettef?lndiana. Unlversity Book Store, 1972), _

' po 10 . ) M - ) .
| Srbid, . - S S o
- 3 22




T ~.
v L

a letter of introduction,-and the'gnﬁtruction.sheet were mailed to each ’
v . ] ¢ :
. cooperating"teacher, The names of these cooperating teachers and their.

addresses were taken from a coop?rating university 8 mailing list

After concluding that. the four: descriptive models wﬁge sat1sfactorily

; designed, the madels were submitted, w1th sllght°rev1sions, to the cooperat1ng
teachers:andvstudent teachers. °Bflﬂe‘eting‘;.:elre scheduled with all of the
stgdent teachers and;gooperating teachers within-each_buildin; for this
purpose. Thesezmgstingsiwerewconducted by the writer. _A separate.letter _

Cor

‘of introduction to the study was given to'each student teacher and cooperating -

’

teacher. They were assured that“their“responsés*would remain confidential.

An. instructlon sheet, with blanks for checking the1r responses, was handed
) them along with the four descr1pt1ve models of cooperating teacher roles._

1 .
i

Each person was-also giVen .an envelope in which to place their 1nstruction

shest after completlon. The sealed enveloped were collected and tabulated
. , )

~\v s

by the writer. . p ) '\4*J}f&4 : .

_ During the last week OF student téaébiﬁg, the writer met with each

’ group of student teachers to administer th Purdue Student~Teacher Opinionaire. ?.“g

s \"w\.

Fbrm)ﬂiwas used to mel ‘student teacher satisfaction.’ Thefstudent

'teachers were given as: much;tlme as needed*to respond to the lOO 1tems.

'”:, They were asked ‘to respond to all of the lOO items, althoagh only h9 were

an

~actually used in this study The responses were made by the student teachers

«h

:qon the form itself bv c1rc11ng the answers pf their cho;be. Student -
teacbers returned the completed Form A in a sealed envelope provided for .
this purpose. The resultsvof the Purdue Student-Teacher Opinionaire were,'

~ calculated and totaled by the writer,for the averagesxneeded, and 'a scoré -

for each of the student teachers on each factor was figured ‘In. addition,

e

- an aVerage score for the h9 items answered for use in: this study was also

o =
:
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' ; computed. A.grand mean for each factory for all student teachers, was

'calculated along with a grand mean for the composite scores of all student

~

teachers.

L]

The cooperating teachers were asked to check the ratlng scale provided

a

gduring the final week of student teaching. Individual contacts were made

with each cooperating teacher. - The cooperatlng teacher was. given a let er
o

of explanation of the purpose of the rating scale, and rnstruction,sheet
which included the: rating scale, and an envelope in whichfte—return—the
.rating 8scale and to guarantee conf1dent1a11ty:r~The—results frgm‘the_rating

8 8 —

Ascales were tabulated and recorded by the writer. A grand mean for

effectiveness was calculated for, all student teachers.:,All of the.cooperating
'teachers returned the1r ratlng scales.- - | » - —
An IBM card was prepared which included an identification number for
each;student teacher. his»sex,_hiscgrade_level, his rapport with students
S mean score, his rapport with other teachers.mean score, his student teaching
load mean score, his teaching as a'profession mean score, his rapport with
/:l' .the cooperating teacher mean score, the compoeite five factors mean score, T ‘w
dhis effec*iveness rating, his ch01ce of preferred cooperating -teacher role,

: o \
’ rhis choice of perce1ved cooperatlng teacher role, and his cooperating

,teacher' perceived role.. T
Three sets of IBM cards were prepared because of the following three
possible-comblnations: '(l) student teacher preference and student teacher .

' perception, (2) studeut teacher perceptlon and c00perat1ng teacher perception,f
(3) student teacher prefeience and cooperat1ng teacher perception. ‘The -
;computer program used to analyze the data 8ubm1tted was a BMDOSV Thei-

ijmaterials were. tested at the computer center at the University 8 computer |

p-, - e r,._l = o 2 L : : ;_‘, »dr f/
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- III. CONCLUSIONS AHD COMMENDATIONS

Conclusions

o

The only hypothesis. dealing with "groups" where significance was'found
occurred w1th the "rapport with cooperatlng teacher" factor on the Purdue

Student—Teacher Opinionaire between student teachers whose perceived

_ cooperating teacher role matphedythelr preferred cooperating teacher role

_and those . student teachers whose "perceived cooperating teacher role d1d not

N

ma+ch their preferred cooperating teacher role. The matched educator group

scored significantl hlgher than e1ther the matched instructor group or the

non—matched positive group. Thus, - those student teachers who perceived

3

and preferred a. more "open" role for ‘the cooperating teacher scored higher :

-than those student teachers who Percelved and preferred a more "closed"

S

. Tole,. or whose preferences'and perceptions did not match. No otherfnull‘ §

hypothesis proposed'for "groups" in the study.was rejected

Differences in effectiveness ratings and satisfaction scores, when
¢ 7

comparlng elementary and secondary student teachers, were not significant

- for any of the proposed hypotheses except for the "rapport with rcooperating

teacher" factor of the Purdue Student—Teacher Opinionaire where the student

. teachers preferred role for the cooperatlng teacher was compared to the
cooperating teachers perceived role./ In thls situation, elementary student i
teachers scored significantly higher than the secondary student teachers.'

_.1No other null hypotheses pertaining to "grade level" were rejected

Differences in effectiveness ratings and satisfactlon scores, when

' comparing male and female student teachers, ‘were significant frequently

throughout the . study. A significant difference was found in the effectivenesS'

7

-ratlngs and the composite satisfaction scores for thnse student teachers

L
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. whose preferred cooperating teacher role_matched the student teacher's
perceived cooperating teacher role and those student teachers uhose preferred
"cooperating teacher role did not match the student teacher's perceived
cooperating-teacher rble. In these instarces, the femaleistudent teachers

"had mean ratings ‘and scores higher than the male student teachers. cher
null hypotheses dealing with.effectiveness ratings were tenable.

. Differences in sat1sfaction scores for male and female student ‘teachers
uér; also found for student teachers whose preferred coonerating teacher role
matched the cooperating teacher 8 percelved role and those student teachers
rwhose preferred cooperating teacher role did not match the cooperating -

E 'teacher 8 perceived role. These d1fferences were slgnificant for the composite h
satisfactlon scores on the Purdue Student—Teacher Oplnionalre and for two of
the ind1v1dua1 factors, "teaching as aﬂprofession" and "rapport w1th

lecooperatlng teacher." |
In_addition, several of'the Purdue Student-Teacher Opinionaire factors .
were eignificant when comparing those student teachers nhose preferred
cooperating'teacher role natched the'student'teacher'svperceived cooperating

. .teacher role and those student teacherS'whose preferred cooperating teacher

role d1d not mat;h the student teacher 8 perceived cooperating teacher role.

._These factors included the "student teacher load" factor, the "teaching

as a profession" factor, and the "rapport w1th cooperating teacher" factor.

Ir all of the hypotheses above, pertaining to dlfferences between mean

scores’ for male and female student teachers, the. female student teachere

9 7

fhscored significantly higher than the male student teachers. No other null
- S hypotheses on "gex" differences were rejected. v
Significant interactions were: prevalent throughout the study. ~There was
2norsignif1cant interactions.when the-effectivenesspratings were examined.ff. 119"

Significant interactions batween'"grade'level" and "sex" were found when

. - - . K ) F— ‘-
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comparing those student teachers whose prferred cooperating’ teacher role v
matched the student teacher 8 perceived cooperating teacher role and those
student teachers whose preferred cooperating teacher role did not match the

L]

student teacher 8 perceived cooperating teacher role. These differences

'occurred on the composite sauisfaction scores and the "rapport with cooperating

teacher" factor. Significant*interactions were also found when comparing

-

those student teachers whose preferred cooperating teacher role matched the

cooperating .eacher 8 perceived role and uhose student teachers whose

_preferred cooperating teacher role did not match the: cooperating teacher 8

perception. These differences were found for the compoSite'satisfaction
-scores on the Purdue Student—Teacher Opinionaire as well as the "teaching as a

’profession" factor and the "rapport with cooperating teacher" factor.

Interactions in several situations in the study were. Significant between
grade level, " "sex " d "groups." These interactions occurred wvhen comparing

student teachers whose preferred cooperating teacher role matched the student

. teacher’s perceived cooperating teacher_role and those student teachers whose

preferred cooperating-teacher‘role did not match the student teacher's

perceived cooperating teacher Tole. The specific hypotheses included the
composite satisfaction scores, the "rapport with . students" factor, ‘and the

rapport with cooperating teacher" factor. In addition, Significant

‘interactions were found for "grade level," "sex" ‘and “groups," for student

zteachers whose preferred cooperating teacher role natches the cooperating :

e

teacher 8 perceived role and those student teachers whose preferred cooperating

teacher role did not match the cooperating teacher 8 perceived role.

'.Interactions occurred for the composite satisfaction scores, the "rapport with

students" factor, and the "rapport with cooperating teacher" factor, - None of

’independent variables were able to ‘Tremain consuant over the levels of the other

'variables. In many instances, the affect~of a dependent variable varied as

different combinations of the levels of the- three independent variables were

- examined ' }3~ : "‘ o { 3()
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A general conclusion that can be.observedtthroughnutbthe stndy is thex
it does not appear to make mach difference in- the effectlveness ratlngs,
composlte satisfactions scores, or individual factor scores on how the s*m_ent
teache_ preferred or perceived the cooperatimg teache. .ole when commmrer: T
ths cor-mrerating tearmhe: = werceptior. Non-matzhee: :in percertion uou;i seay
to e conflict, bt == only one situation in “he study did it make any
dif%resrze.

& second general conclusion would/he tha he differences in elementar
and egundary student" teacher effectiveness’ rat ngs. anm_sarlsfaction ‘scor==
were;samila.. Agarn, a.d:fference appeared ir mnly one instance., One migh=
-assnme that elementary s==dent teachers woulc ne mmre satisfied.; As a remuit,

they would receive highezrratlngs, but this was not generaZly true-in the-

study. In- examlnlng the mean scores themselves, 1t is shown that the elemEﬂtary

student teachers had higher mean ratlngs and hlgher mean. satisfactlon scores
througnout the study except for one factor of the Purdue Student:Teacher
Opinionaire. When examining the "gtudent teacher load" factor, it was found
that the secondary student teachers mean. scores for this factor were hlgher'
than the elementary student teachers mean scoresc Apparently, the only place
the secondary student. teachers were more sat1sfied than the elementary student
teachers w1th their student teachlng experlence was w1th the student teachlng
load. It mlght be speculated that the elementary student teachers spent more -
time in prepartng for student teachlng than d1d the secondary people, Since,
n the elementary level teachers are expected to prepare dally for d1fferent
subject areas such ag readlng, mathematics, science, and social studles, the
elementary student teachers/may have found their preparation tlme quite

| eztenslve. On the secondary level, student teachers are generally expected to
plan for ng-more than two preparatlons. As a result, the secondary student

teachers may have found their student teaching 1oad more satlsfactory.

28 -
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Gaser=_ly, it is asszmed that female effectiveness ra.tings and femi= sas—
isfza.::‘tiorq sayre=s in student teaclu.ng will be higher the.n the male stmiEns teachers.
“In a2l - ‘es Shreaughout the szudy, this afrvaption was suppo—ieid as the mmw=an
female g sres cox :‘atz;ngs were higher thz_n ¢Zre mean rnale sccres; and reti-ags.

1" e g;:mz;;on,' a general conclilsiOt an be made about wne "groups"™
being comsiiermil. The hypotheses dealing‘ wizh effectiVeness ratings indiczted
that either e m=<ched educator "group" or the non-matched positive "growp™
had the .z jent —e:nn 1‘atin§;,_ while either the rsatched instructar "group" ar
the rion-ma: 2eecmzative "group" had: the lcmest mean rating. ) "‘;’nis rela.tio:xship.
‘was as ex " et ,s;.::‘:ce the natchei educator -and non-—matched pos’s‘tive "groups”

were desi_._ 2. 2123 The 1ntent of being a more compatible :mteraction betwem

student te  pEmiens cooperating teacher than the matched 1nstructor or noz=—
.ma.tched ne- :ifve "groups.” |
In sumz-arz. how the student teacher prefers or perceives the. cooperating
teacher's role 'n:':renﬁcompa.r‘ed to how the cooperating teacher perceives the :ole
\ . does not apre=r ‘o haire 'much' affect on how the stu/dent teacher is rated at the
end of the wa=—ter or how satisfied the student teacher is with the student
'teaching- exms=—i=nce - Differences 1n elementary and secondary student teacher
ratings and.;sati.«s..*‘-‘-'”acmon swores, overall, were similar. Only in the area of
"sex“ were “there= comsistent (dif-ferences and, in. all instances, the female,
. student teacim_md higher mean scores on the PUJ.‘G.E Student-Teacher Op:ma.ona.lre
a.nd higher effectiveness ratings than did the male” student teachers. |
The results of this study would support thOSe resea.rchers who do not
AN believe matchipgs tne student- teacher a.nd cooperating teacher is wcmthwhlle.
.‘\ l)iffe::rences :zr.‘:zerc:eivmg the role of the cooperating teacher did mot appe=r
\to have any affert n the two dependent va.riables' sa.tisfaction and effect-_'
. iveness. r%.erefore, a.ttempts to ma.tch the student teacher a.nd coopera:ting tea.cher :
on \their percezition. of the cooperatlng teacher's role, or to match the student
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LA B teacher's ‘preference of the cooperating teacher's roie witi W= cooperating
‘teacher's perception of his role, would be fruifless ;=nd urErceagary on’ the
basi= of the study. B
Recommendations )

The following recommandations are suggested =-— furth=r research on
‘ ! ) R ' .
‘the perception of the cooperating teacher's xole ams: =ts effect during the
student teaching experience:
.,1._ Slnce thete are other people involved in Tms= student teaching - .
. experience, the perception of the cooveraimz teacher's role by the -
-clinical supervisor, 'orlncipals, or students. could be matched with-
'either the student teacher 8 or cooperatims’ wlaeacher's merception.

2. Cha.nges in the perception of the ‘cooperatit= %eacher's role,. by the
student teacher, from the beginning of studemit teachimz to the end .of
s‘budent teaching could be measured againsu effectiveness and satisfaction.

& T - 3- Matching cooperatmg teacher and student tea.cher perceptions of the -

' ' cooperating teacher's role could be done prior to student teaching
. _ and then its effect on the rating and satisfaction could be determ1ned
- ' . . //
e " k4. The type of community in which the student teacher nas hJ.s experience
: ‘ _ ~could be examined for differences in perception of the. cooperatimg

P _ "~ teacher's role. _ : :

- ,. 5. The verception of the cooperating teacher's role, by tke student

-+ teacher and cooperating teacher, could be compared to theixr attitudes -
toward students aml teaching.

. v h 6. A different 1nstrument could be developed and used in a repeated -

: ' ' study to méasure the perception of the cooperating teacher s role.

‘ 7. A different rating scale and a different 1nstrmnent to measure
5 satisfaction could also be used 'in a repeated sizedy. R
" 8. Since this study was done in only one school sggtem, groups of student
teacher could\ be used from different school systems for a similar study.
Many of these recommendations seem appropriate ani® FaggIdle to be
o oo incorporated into future studies. Continua.l research i= meede=d to help develop

N a better understanding of wha.t happens during the studem: tea::hing experience
in ordex to- improve the teacher education process condmaﬂ In the schools. .
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